The status of the third person pronoun as a third element in verbless clauses has been a much studied issue in the history of biblical Hebrew syntax. As with most intriguing grammatical phenomena, scholarly opinion on this issue has shifted considerably over the last century or more. While the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries witnessed adherents to both copular and noncopular analyses for the 'pleonastic' pronoun in the so-called tripartite verbless clause, the second half of the twentieth century saw a consensus emerge, influenced particularly by the arguments of eminent scholars like Muraoka and Goldenberg: there was no pronominal copula in biblical Hebrew. In this paper we argue that this position does not adequately account for the data from linguistic typology or comparative Semitics and does not reflect a sensitive reading of the discourse context of many biblical examples.
Introduction
Our purpose in this essay is to revisit a well-studied Hebrew grammatical phenomenon in order to nuance what has become the majority analysis. The specific phenomenon is the so-called tripartite verbless clause, 1 that is, a clause lacking an overt verb as the predicate and consisting of three primary constituents, at least one of which is a third-person pronoun (henceforth, 'PRON'), as in (1), given with two translations.
(1) Gen 36:8 ‫ׂו‬ ָ ‫ֵש‬ ‫ע‬ ‫ּא‬ ‫הו‬ ‫ֹם‬ ‫ֱדו‬ ‫א‬ a) 'Esau is Edom' (= copular analysis) b) 'Esau, he is Edom' (= dislocation analysis)
For well over a century, the status of PRON in this clause type has been much debated. The basic question is whether PRON functions as an anaphoric pronoun, producing a dislocation structure, or as a copular element. In his 1888 study of word order in the verbless clause Albrecht concluded that "in allen diesen Beispielen das * We thank John A. Cook and David Kummerow for extensive feedback on this paper, although we bear all responsibility for the views and any errors contained within. 1 Technically, it is more accurate to refer to this structure as a "three-part nonverbal copula clause," where the non-verbal copula is either null (Ø) or, as we argue below, pronominal. See Zewi and Lev 2008 for an exhaustive bibliography on the verbless clause in Hebrew (although the reader should be aware that the section on general linguistics does not include any of the myriad generative studies).
The agreement features of the resumptive constituent must match those of the dislocated constituent, as they do in the LD example in (2a).
(2a) Gen ‫ֵם32:43‬ ‫ה‬ ּ ‫ָנו‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ֹא‬ ‫ֲלו‬ ‫ה‬ ‫ּם‬ ָ ‫ְת‬ ‫ֶמ‬ ‫ּה‬ ְ ‫ָל-ב‬ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ָם‬ ‫ָנ‬ ‫ְי‬ ‫ִנ‬ ‫ְק‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ֶם‬ ‫ֵה‬ ‫ְנ‬ ‫ִק‬ ‫מ‬ 'their livestock and their property and all their animalsi, are theyi not ours?'
In the example in (2a), the LD structure is made unambiguous by the position of the interrogative ‫.ה‬ That is, since the interrogative ‫ה‬ is a phrasal clitic that attaches to the left edge of the clause, the preceding constituent ‫ּם‬ ָ ‫ְת‬ ‫ֶמ‬ ‫ּה‬ ְ ‫ָל-ב‬ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ָם‬ ‫ָנ‬ ‫ְי‬ ‫ִנ‬ ‫ְק‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ֶם‬ ‫ֵה‬ ‫ְנ‬ ‫ִק‬ ‫מ‬ can only be in a site that is adjoined to the left edge (Naudé 1990) . Although most cases of dislocation are not quite as clearly marked as the example in (2a), the use of the structure is typically identifiable. Consider the examples of LD and RD in (2b-c), respectively. As for any copular function of PRON, Geller asserts such a function did not develop until after biblical Hebrew. 11 Although Sappan 1981 identifies more cases of copular PRON than we do, he follows a similar via media and makes an important methodological point (107): ‫זו‬ ‫לבין‬ ‫בפרוזה‬ ‫האוגד‬ ‫שׁל‬ ‫השׁכיחות‬ ‫מידת‬ ‫שׁבין‬ ‫האמיתי‬ ‫היחס‬ ‫את‬ ‫בדיוק‬ ‫לקבוע‬ ‫כדי‬ ‫הפרוזה‬ ‫שׁבחלקי‬ ‫הלשׁוני‬ ‫החומר‬ ‫שׁל‬ ‫היקפו‬ ‫את‬ ‫רק‬ ‫לא‬ ‫לבדוק‬ ‫כמובן,‬ ‫עלינו,‬ ‫שׁבשׁירה,‬ ‫לבוא‬ ‫עשׂוי‬ ‫שׁבהם‬ ‫אלה,‬ ‫בחלקים‬ ‫המצויים‬ ‫השׁמניים‬ ‫המשׁפטים‬ ‫מספר‬ ‫את‬ ‫גם‬ ‫אלא‬ ‫והשׁירה,‬ ‫בפרוזה‬ ‫חקזרות‬ ‫בנוסחאות‬ ‫מימושׁו‬ ‫את‬ ‫בחשׁבון‬ ‫להביא‬ ‫עלינו‬ ‫וכן‬ ‫כינוי-הגוף,‬ ‫האוגד‬ ‫האלהים"(‬ ‫הוא‬ ‫"ה'‬ ‫)כגון‬ ‫כבשׁירה‬ In order to fix precisely the true relationship that is between the prevalence of the copular pronoun in prose and that in poetry, we must, of course, examine not only the extent of the linguistic matter in sections of prose and poetry, but also the number of nominal clauses found in these sections, in which the copular pronoun is likely to come; we must also take into account its use in recurring formulae in prose, as in poetry (e.g., ‫האלהים‬ ‫הוא‬ ‫.)ה'‬ Sappan thus asserts that any sound investigation will not simply examine the occurrences of PRON, but also investigate those verbless clauses in which PRON is not used. Only then is it likely that any coherent analysis may be achieved.
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In a dislocation analysis each constituent is provided a syntactic role, even though there are more possible arguments than can be licensed by the verb. For instance, in (2b) the NP ‫ִים‬ ‫ָר‬ ‫ז‬ is clearly the subject of the MP participle ‫ִים‬ ‫ְל‬ ‫ֹכ‬ ‫א‬ and the PP ‫ֶם‬ ‫ּכ‬ ְ ‫ְד‬ ‫ֶג‬ ‫ְנ‬ ‫ל‬ is a verbal adjunct. The remaining two constituents, ‫ֶם‬ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ַת‬ ‫ְמ‬ ‫ַד‬ ‫א‬ and ּ ‫ָה‬ ‫ֹת‬ ‫,א‬ create a tension in that only one can be licensed by the verb (it does not matter whether we capture this in terms of Case assignment or θ-roles). As a case of LD, the ‫ֶם‬ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ַת‬ ‫ְמ‬ ‫ַד‬ ‫א‬ and ּ ‫ָה‬ ‫ֹת‬ ‫א‬ are linked by coindexation and thus constitute just one syntactic constituent in terms of the argument structure. The same analysis applies to the example of RD in (2c). Pragmatically, LD presents a Topic-Focus structure. The dislocated constituent is the Topic, orienting the reader either to which entity (among multiple discourse possibilities) the following clause adds information or to scene-setting information (e.g., place, time).
12
The first lexical constituent in the clause carries Focus, which sets that item over against others in an established membership set. 13 Consider Gen 34:23, presented again in (2d):
(2d) Gen 34:23 ‫ֵם‬ ‫ה‬ ּ ‫ָנו‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ֹא‬ ‫ֲלו‬ ‫ה‬ ‫ּם‬ ָ ‫ְת‬ ‫ֶמ‬ ‫ּה‬ ְ ‫ָל-ב‬ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ָם‬ ‫ָנ‬ ‫ְי‬ ‫ִנ‬ ‫ְק‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ֶם‬ ‫ֵה‬ ‫ְנ‬ ‫ִק‬ ‫מ‬ 'their livestock and their property and all their animalsi, are theyi not ours?'
The initial NP ‫ּם‬ ָ ‫ְת‬ ‫ֶמ‬ ‫ּה‬ ְ ‫ָל-ב‬ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ָם‬ ‫ָנ‬ ‫ְי‬ ‫ִנ‬ ‫ְק‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ֶם‬ ‫ֵה‬ ‫ְנ‬ ‫ִק‬ ‫מ‬ establishes that, of all the possible entities active in the discourse, this it the one about which a predication will be made. The initial lexical constituent in the clause, the suffixed pronoun in the PP ּ ‫ָנו‬ ‫,ל‬ presents the Focus: this property is ours (not yours or anyone else's). Although structurally similar, RD differs in its pragmatic function from LD. In general terms, a right-dislocated constituent either re-activates a discourse entity that is no longer accessible due to discourse distance or makes explicit an entity that was present only implicitly in the discourse (see Ziv 1994; Mayol 2007; Holmstedt 2012 14 We thus turn to the copular analysis.
PRON as a Pronominal Copula
According to Regina Pustet (2003) a copula is "a linguistic element which co-occurs with certain lexemes in certain languages when they function as a predicate nucleus" (2003:5).
Critically, a copular element does not have any lexical-semantic content, although it may contain tense-aspect-mood features and even, by its presence, signal certain semantic nuances, such as an identificational (or equative) versus predicational interpretation (Doron 1986; Rothstein 1995 For BH we will start with the one type of construction involving PRON that strongly points towards a copular analysis: the type in which the initial constituent and PRON do not share a full set of agreement features, as in (3). The lack of person agreement between ‫ּה‬ ָ ‫ַת‬ ‫א‬ and ‫ּא‬ ‫הו‬ in (3) is striking and it eliminates a LD analysis, since the resumptive constituent and the dislocated constituent must agree fully. As the alternative translation indicates, it is possible to analyze this as a case of RD, 15 that is, 'you are hei, my kingi', where 'he' and 'my king' are coreferential. The problem with this is that ‫ּי‬ ִ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ַל‬ ‫מ‬ follows the PRON ‫ּא‬ ‫,הו‬ which would be anaphoric in a RD analysis. Thus, in normal terms ‫ּי‬ ִ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ַל‬ ‫מ‬ cannot be the antecedent of ‫ּא‬ ‫הו‬ and the PRON must have an antecedent in the discourse preceding this verse. And yet there is no explicit or implicit third-person 14 Khan makes the point that the dislocation analysis and accompanying Focus interpretation of PRON in, e.g., Isa 52:6 ‫ּר(‬ ֵ ‫ַב‬ ‫ְד‬ ‫ַמ‬ ‫ה‬ ‫ּא‬ ‫ִי-הו‬ ‫ֲנ‬ ‫ּי-א‬ ִ ‫כ‬ ) and Ps 44:5 ‫ּי(‬ ִ ‫ְכ‬ ‫ַל‬ ‫מ‬ ‫ּא‬ ‫ּה-הו‬ ָ ‫ַת‬ ‫א‬ ‫ִים‬ ‫ֹה‬ ‫ֱל‬ ‫)א‬ is "rather forced " (2006:171) . The reason for this is that the context provides no viable membership set against which to contrast the supposedly focused constituent; thus, the PRON in such examples is more economically analyzed as copular. 15 It is also possible that this particular example is a case of 'afterthought', which is distinguished prosodically and syntactically from right-dislocation (Ziv 1994 ).
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antecedent in the context of the preceding verses in Psalm 44. Thus, the infelicity of a dislocation analysis for some tripartite verbless clauses, like the one in (3), forces us to consider other analyses, foremost of which is the copular nature of PRON. The distributional symmetries and structural parallels between the use of PRON as a copular pronoun and the verbal copula ‫היה‬ 16 are also suggestive. First, the copula ‫היה‬ and PRON ‫הוא‬ may appear with NP (4), PP (5), and AP (6) predicates. While the verbal copula appears to make the past and non-past semantics of the situation explicit, the copular pronoun is used to establish the present tense. Thus, like the use of the verbal copula, the copular pronoun represents a case of privative opposition, an asymmetrical markedness relationship between two members such that one is marked for a feature that the other lacks. Thus the presence of the copular items sets tense, but their absence produces ambiguity, forcing an appeal to the context for the temporal frame.
Second, the pattern of verbal negation matches expectations, since in contrast to ‫ֹא‬ ‫ל‬ used for the perfect (7a) and imperfect (7b), the copular pronoun is associated with ‫ֵין‬ ‫,א‬ as in (7c), just like participial clauses (7d). ‫ֶן‬ ‫ּב‬ ֶ ‫ת‬ ‫ּן‬ ָ ‫ִת‬ ‫נ‬ ‫ֵין‬ ‫א‬ ָ ‫ֶיך‬ ‫ָד‬ ‫ֲב‬ ‫ַע‬ ‫ל‬ 'straw is not being given to your servants' Note that in (7c), the negative ‫ֵין‬ ‫א‬ selects the bound form of the copular pronoun, which is attached as an enclitic. 18 The clitic nature of the copular pronoun, whether as the bound The fourth and final parallel with the verbal copula is triggered V-raising. Verbal copula clauses, like finite verbal clauses in general, exhibit 'triggered inversion'. That is, Vraising is motivated by the presence of certain clause-initial constituents, resulting in the 'inversion' of basic SV order to VS (see Holmstedt 2009a Holmstedt , 2011 . This triggered VS inversion occurs with subordinators like ‫כי‬ (in 9a) and ‫למען‬ (in 9b).
analyzed as resumptive pronouns of a dislocated constituent, see Gen 18:22; 1 Sam 13:7; 2 Sam 3:22; Qoh 1:7; 5:11; 9:5; Lam 4:17. For a remaining six examples, the discourse context does not strongly suggest one reading, the copular or the resumptive, over the other : Gen 42:13, 32, 36 (2x) ‫ֵר‬ ‫ּי-ג‬ ִ ‫כ‬ ‫ֶה‬ ‫ְי‬ ‫ִה‬ ‫י‬ ‫ֶם‬ ‫ָה‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ֹא‬ ‫ל‬ ‫ֶץ‬ ‫ֶר‬ ‫ּא‬ ְ ‫ב‬ ָ ‫ֲך‬ ‫ְע‬ ‫ַר‬ ‫ז‬ 'that your seed will be a stranger in a land not theirs'
The suppletive copular pronoun participates only in one type of triggered inversion: Vraising when the predicate complement is Focus-fronted, as in (12). (12 In (12) the context clearly establishes that the NP ׁ ‫ֹאש‬ ‫ָר‬ ‫ה‬ is the syntactic subject: it is a known entity in the discourse and the center of the metaphor begun in the preceding verse. The agreement features of PRON also suggest that ׁ ‫ֹאש‬ ‫ָר‬ ‫ה‬ is the syntactic subject, since it carries MS agreement features, matching PRON, whereas the features of the conjoined NPs ‫ּא-‬ ‫ׂו‬ ‫ְש‬ ‫ּנ‬ ‫ו‬ ‫ֵן‬ ‫ָק‬ ‫ז‬ ‫ִים‬ ‫ָנ‬ ‫פ‬ would be resolved as MP. The lack of agreement between the first constituent, the conjoined NPs, and PRON argues against a LD analysis like 'as for the elder and statesmanhe is the head'. But the desired pragmatics are still achieved within the copular structure: the Focus-fronting of the predicate complement provides the contextually felicitous pragmatic nuance.
In contrast to the V-raising when the predicate complement has been Focus-fronted, V-raising is not triggered for the copular pronoun when the potential triggers are syntactic, i.e., subordinators, or semantic, i.e., modality. Thus, the presence of the negative ‫ֵין‬ ‫א‬ in (13) does nothing to the word order. The lack of modality-triggered V-raising reflects the fact that the copular pronoun is used only in indicative clauses. Thus we see that there are some constraints on the use of the copular pronoun that distinguish it from the verbal copula. And while PRON does serve as a suppletive copula for indicative present tense clauses, there are a few more constraints on 27 See also Gen 27:39; 28:22; 31:8; 35:10; 37:20; 38:9; Exod 8:19; 20:20; 25:15, 20, 27 Naudé 1991 Naudé , 1999 Holmstedt 2009b) , as in (14). ( This asymmetry follows from the fact that the copular pronoun, unlike the verbal copula, does not carry a full set of agreement features matching the syntactic subject. Thus, in Hebrew, a null subject is not licensed for clauses with the copular pronoun. In a case like (14b), the lack of the NP subject ‫ׁם‬ ָ ‫ָש‬ ‫ָא‬ ‫ה‬ would force the anaphoric interpretation of the PRON ‫ּא‬ ‫.הו‬ Second, unlike the copular verb (15a-b), the copular pronoun cannot be used with a third-person pronominal subject, 30 illustrated in (16). However, the copular pronoun may be used with pronominal subjects when its bound form is an enclitic attached to the negative ‫ֵין‬ ‫,א‬ as in (17).
30 Demonstratives are an exception; see example (4c). 
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Excursus: PRON in Qumran Hebrew
Tripartite verbless clauses are common in Qumran Hebrew (QH) 32 just as in BH, but due to the smaller size of the corpus the analysis of PRON is more difficult. In BH, clauses such as (3) show person disagreement, which strongly suggests a copular interpretation for PRON. On the other hand, QH offers no such clauses that provide a self-supporting justification to posit a copular PRON. 33 Of course, we may not assume that the copular PRON falls out of use in QH simply because there are no QH clauses where PRON demonstrates disagreement in person. Indeed, evidence from the Mishnah suggests that a copular use of PRON continues into the rabbinic period (see (19) below). The most likely explanation for the absence of copular PRON clauses like (3) in QH is the small sample size. PRON clauses with person disagreement are rare even in the larger corpus of BH, so it is not unexpected for such clauses to be absent in a smaller corpus such as the DSS. Nevertheless, since there is nothing unambiguous in QH, the analysis begins from a position of uncertainty. All QH uses of PRON must be studied as a whole to determine the likelihood that PRON functions as a copula within the QH corpus.
To date only one study, Naudé 2002 , has been devoted to PRON in QH. Naudé argues that PRON cannot be a copula in QH due to the distribution of the copular verb ‫,היה‬ which is distinct from that of PRON (2002:167-8) . 34 He proposes that PRON is a subject enclitic that permits a referential NP to appear in place of a predicate in a verbless clause. 35 This proposal fits the majority of the QH data because nearly all tripartite verbless clauses in QH take the form 31 The only other example of this phenomenon is with the second-person pronoun: Neh 2:2 ‫ֶה‬ ‫ֹל‬ ‫חו‬ ָ ‫ְך‬ ‫ֵינ‬ ‫א‬ ‫ּה‬ ָ ‫ַת‬ ‫א‬ 'you are not sick'. 32 We use the term "Qumran Hebrew" to refer to the Hebrew of the non-biblical Dead Sea Scrolls (DSS). It is a chronological rather than geographical distinction and should not be taken to imply the existence of a specific dialect of Hebrew local to Qumran. 33 There is in fact exactly one clause in the DSS where PRON demonstrates person disagreement: ‫אתה‬ ‫הוא‬ ‫למקדם‬ ‫באבותינו‬ ‫בחרתה‬ ‫יהוה‬ , 'you PRON /are Yhwh; you chose our fathers from old' (4Q393 f3.6). However, the form and contextual function of this clause is shared in common with Neh 9:6-7. The possibility of archaizing in 4Q393 precludes analyzing this PRON as a post-biblical copula. 34 The issue of the comparative distribution of PRON and the verbal copula ‫היה‬ has been discussed at length in §3 above. Lacunae in the distribution of PRON in QH relative to BH are likely due to sample size. 35 Naudé's theory is based on a distinction between predication and specification, where a clause that juxtaposes two referential NPs with no verb is considered a specificational clause. Similarly, verbless clauses with alternative forms (that is, those with a PP, AP, or nonreferential NP in clause-final position) do not often use the third person pronoun as a third element (2002:162). When they do, the pronoun is normally found in the third position, and the clause is best understood as a case of left-dislocation of the subject with resumption by the pronoun. Nevertheless, there are exceptions to these tendencies that Naudé does not mention, such as (18b-c). In (18b), where the tripartite verbless clause is a subordinate clause, the pronoun follows the predicate PP ‫העולמים‬ ‫לכול‬ and precedes the subject NP ‫.מלכותו‬ In this clause, the pronoun cannot be a subject clitic because it precedes the subject. Neither can this pronoun license a referential NP in place of a predicate because the only referential NP in the clause is the subject.
38 In (18c) the second NP, ‫פעמי‬ ‫,סלע‬ is the subject while the first NP, ‫אל‬ ‫,אמת‬ is the predicate. 39 As in (18b), the pronoun precedes the subject and therefore cannot be an enclitic. 40 Since the subject enclitic hypothesis leaves much data unexplained, we should discard it in favor of alternative models.
One intriguing aspect of PRON in the DSS is the distribution of its agreement 36 As is the case with the most QH clauses of this type, this clause interprets a preceding biblical quotation by citing a lemma ‫)יינם(‬ and then providing its interpretation. 37 It is very difficult to distinguish between waw and yod in the script, leaving this pronoun ambiguous as either 3ms or 3fs. 38 Note that (18b) is the only clause listed in Baasten 2006 wherein a tripartite verbless clause with PRON in second position includes a prepositional phrase (2006:206). 39 It is also possible to argue that in verbless clauses with two referential NPs there is no subject or predicate. The semantics of such a clause is sometimes conceived in terms of the assignment of a value to a variable. The value has a higher level of particularity than the variable, and in that regard the relationship approaches predication, but it does not quite reach it (Declerk 1988:1-3) . In that framework, what we refer to here as the subject would become the variable, and what we call the predicate would become the value. 40 Other clauses where PRON precedes the subject occur in CD 7.15 and 1QpHab 6.4. patterns. Unfortunately this evidence is rarely available, for three reasons. First, the similarity between waw and yod in the script of the DSS frequently results in an inability to distinguish between the 3MS and 3FS personal pronouns ‫הוא‬ and ‫.היא‬ These particles are crucial to the analysis, so this problem turns out to be quite a significant obstacle. Second, it is difficult to make use of number agreement in many cases due to the possibility that a singular form is being used as a collective. Third, the third person feminine plural pronoun ‫הן/הנה‬ does not occur as PRON in the DSS, and therefore it cannot be known that ‫הם/המה‬ was not used in place of ‫הן/הנה‬ as PRON.
In spite of these problems, a few clauses remain where agreement features provide useful data, either because the middle character of a ‫היא‬ happens to be clearly identifiable as a yod rather than a waw or because a collective reading is impossible in the context. There are five tripartite verbless clauses with two referential NPs and a PRON where PRON clearly agrees with one NP and disagrees with the other. 41 In four of these five clauses PRON agrees with the predicate against the subject. In only one clause does PRON agree with the subject against the predicate ). This is atypical in BH, where PRON normally agrees with the subject, and is therefore unexpected in QH.
All five of these clauses (as well as most clauses with PRON in QH) are "lemma : interpretation" formulae in the pesher genre. It is therefore difficult to be certain whether the behavior of PRON in these clauses is pervasive throughout QH or is limited to the pesher formula. Taking into account the correlation of these clauses with the pesher genre, four potential solutions present themselves.
First, the initial NP may be a title (X: It is Y). This would explain those clauses of the type subject-PRON-predicate (CD 8.10-11 (= CD 19.23); 1QpHab 12.9; 4Q252 5.2), but not those of the type predicate-PRON-subject (CD 7.15; 1QpHab 6.4) . 42 This theory would also require a supplementary hypothesis to explain the variation in agreement of PRON with the subject (CD 8.10-11 (= CD 19.23)) and the predicate (1QpHab 12.9; 4Q252 5.2).
Second, some clauses may involve left-dislocation of the first NP and a resumptive PRON. Like the title theory, this only explains those clauses of the form subject-PRONpredicate. Also like the title theory, this theory needs a supplementary hypothesis to explain the agreement of PRON with the constituent that follows it rather than the left-dislocated subject. Baasten considers a PRON which agrees with a subsequent predicate noun to be an instance of attraction, where the predicate NP that follows PRON has influenced PRON to agree with it rather than its antecedent (Baasten 2006:210-11) . This is likely the best 41 These clauses occur in CD 7.15; 8.10-11 (= CD 19.23); 1QpHab 6.4; 12.9; 4Q252 5.2. Another potentially useful clause is fragmentary in 4Q169 f1-2.3. The person disagreement in 4Q393 f3.6 has already been discussed. Clauses where the two referential NPs do not agree but the agreement direction of the pronoun is unclear occur in 1QS 11.4; 1QpHab 12.3, 4; 4Q169 f3-4 1.10; 4Q394 f3-7 2.17; f8 4.10, 11; 4Q396 f1-2 3.1 (2x); 4Q398 f11-13 4; 11Q13 2.15. In CD 7.17 a manuscript correction has taken place in which it is not possible to be sure which reading is original. 42 The other two clauses with PRON in QH that exhibit predicate-PRON-subject order are 1QS 11.4 and 4Q200 6.5.
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available option to explain the predicate agreement if these are taken as cases of LD.
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Third, there may be right-dislocation of the second NP. This option explains the two predicate-PRON-subject clauses that give the first two theories some difficulty, that is, CD 7.15 and 1QpHab 6.4, but it is not useful for the clauses with subject-PRON-predicate order since the predicate NPs are new to the discourse (see the discussion of example (3) above).
To explain all five clauses using the first three constructions requires utilizing both the RD analysis and either the LD analysis or the title analysis, each of which needs to be supplemented with the attraction theory. This explanation is unattractive due to its complexity and the dubious application of the pragmatic characteristics of LD and RD to these clauses in context. In light of this, the copular reading of PRON with predicate agreement is worthy of consideration. The agreement of copular PRON with the predicate rather than the subject in QH would be surprising in light of the agreement of PRON with the subject in BH. However, an analogous system of predicate agreement is used in Modern Israeli Hebrew. According to Doron (1995:325) , the agreement of PRON with the predicate (replacement) NP in Modern Hebrew privatively marks an identificational clause, while clauses where PRON agrees with the subject are unmarked and may be predicational or identificational.
44
The pesher formula, which accounts for almost all uses of PRON in QH, is by nature identificational in that it identifies a lemma from the base text as a reference to some other entity, and so the use of predicate agreement to mark these clauses as identificational fits well in the pesher context. It also provides an attractive explanation for the one case of subject agreement (see 18a), because although this clause is a pesher formula and is identificational, an alternative predicational reading is also available. The use of subject agreement, which is the unmarked form, would leave open the option of both the predicational and the identificational reading.
45
In sum, several factors complicate the study of PRON in QH. There is no reason to doubt that PRON was available to be used as a copula, but neither has clear and simple evidence of the construction been preserved. The particularities of the pesher style and the confusion between waw and yod provide a context where confidence about particular interpretations is elusive. However, a copular interpretation is available that makes use of data from Modern Israeli Hebrew and explains the peculiar tendency of PRON to agree with the predicate in QH.
43 In this regard, Baasten cites Muraoka (1999:206 and n. 56) . 44 The distinction between predicational and identificational clauses is the same one made by Naudé when he refers to PRON licensing the use of a referential NP in place of a predicate, although Naudé uses the term "specificational" rather than "identificational." For more on the distinction between predicational and identificational clauses, see Stassen (1997:101-13 In (18) and (18) and (19a) the subject and PRON do not agree in person features, while in (19b) the word order is predicate-PRON-subject, reflecting the Focus-fronting of the predicate ‫ָשׁ‬ ‫ְר‬ ‫ּד‬ ִ ‫ַמ‬ ‫ה‬ ‫ֹא‬ ‫.ל‬ 47 Thus the not-too-common copular pronoun construction in BH continues in post-biblical Hebrew, although the frequency of occurrence remains similar.
The development of a copular pronoun in Hebrew is paralleled by a similar trend in many Semitic languages. For some languages for which we have adequate data the historical change is observable. For example, Old Aramaic shows no copular use of the pronoun, but it has developed by Imperial and Middle Aramaic, for which the examples from Ahiqar (20a) and Daniel (20b) are illustrative. Moreover, the use of the anaphoric pronoun as a copula is nearly ubiquitous in Classical Syriac (Nöldeke 1904: §311), as in (21), and remains a feature of modern Aramaic dialects (see Khan 2006 And to round out the comparative Semitic picture by moving into the first millennium C.E., both Classical Ethiopic (Ge'ez) (23) and Classical Arabic (24) use the 3MS pronoun as a non-49 Huehnergard (1986) argues that the copular use of the pronoun not only existed in the oldest layers of Akkadian, it was likely Proto-Semitic. Huehnergard references Li and Thompson's 1977 study (p. 240, n. 79), but does not seem to have appreciated the developmental and thus chronological implications. If the use of the pronominal copula is typically a feature that develops out of another construction and in fact represents the grammaticalization of the independent pronoun, it is unlikely that it developed in ProtoSemitic, was used sparingly in Old Babylonian-to the point of being an extreme rarity, but then developed freely in West Semitic (including Western Peripheral Akkadian) as well as in Neo-Assyrian and Late Babylonian. Moreover, none of the examples adduced by Huehnergard are unambiguously the copular use of the pronoun. The pronouns in each of the examples agrees fully with the nominal subject and Huehnergard does not provide the context (or make any reference to the context), so it is impossible to tell from his examples whether a Dislocation analysis might make equal (or more) discourse sense. The only type of data needed for a clear case is precisely what we see in later Semitic examples -cases in which the pronoun (typically 3MS) does not fully agree with the subject NP. Grammaticalization typically proceeds in only one direction; it does not often reverse itself. Thus, it is highly questionable that the pronominal use of the copula was a Proto-Semitic feature, regardless of the development of the predicative state in Akkadian.
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verbal copula.
(23) Classical Ethiopic (Dillmann 1904:439-40 
The Development of the Copular Pronoun
How and why did Hebrew develop the third-person pronoun as a present tense copular item? To be brief, the presence of a 'verbless' clause in ancient Hebrew-that is, a clause in which two noun phrases are equated without an overt verbal copula, as in (29), where we have marked the null copula with Ø-is precisely the environment in which non-verbal copulas have developed in many languages of the world. , the copular use of the anaphoric pronoun often develops out of what they call a 'Topic-Comment' construction, which includes LD. Specifically, the anaphoric pronoun that resumes the dislocated constituent ceases to have any anaphoric function; it grammaticalizes, moving from anaphoric device to copular marker. In (30) we provide Li and Thompson's schema for the pronoun-to-copula path of grammaticalization (with slight modification).
(30) Anaphor ⇒ Copula (Li and Thompson 1977: 420) [ As with the Rabbinic Hebrew example in (19a), the 3MS pronoun ‫ּא‬ ‫הו‬ in (31) does not agree with the 2MS subject pronoun ‫ּה‬ ָ ‫ַת‬ ‫.א‬
51
The second path of development for the copular pronoun is through the demonstrative pronouns. As (32) illustrates, the mechanism of the second path is the same as the first path-a LD construction in which the demonstrative pronoun is resumptive.
(32) Demonstrative ⇒ Copula (Diessel 1999: 147, modified) [ In such languages, it appears that a "gap" is perceived in present tense equational and predicational clauses and the gap is often filled, even if partially. The mechanism by which the gap is filled is often through reanalysis and grammatical change, such as the path of grammaticalization that Li and Thompson observed (30) . This explanation fits the Hebrew data well: the dislocated NP in a Left-Dislocation construction was reanalyzed as the 51 Lack of person agreement also occurs in modern Israeli pronominal copula clauses, e.g., ‫יוסף‬ ‫מר‬ ‫הוא‬ ‫אני‬ 'I am Mr. Joseph ', Rothstein 2001: 34-38; cf. Li and Thompson 1977: 430; Doron 1986 : 326, n. 16) 52 See Muraoka 1999:209-210 for a short list of examples. 53 The deeper question is why any language, including Hebrew, allowed 'copula dropping' in the first place (Pustet 2003:34; Stassen 2005 ).
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syntactic Subject and PRON as the copular element.
54 And yet, as is often the case in grammaticalization, the old and new functions of PRON both remained active, producing superficially identical structures that were no doubt distinguished only by prosody and discourse context.
Conclusion
As we noted at the outset, not all scholars have accepted the copular analysis, even for just a few of the examples, and this non-copular approach has carried the day for the last decade or two. For example, in his 1999 study Muraoka denies the copular use of PRON in any stage of Hebrew out of principle:
I doubt that one can prove the existence of the copula in any Semitic language. The notion undoubtedly originated with Indo-European languages in which a nominal clause without a copula in the present tense is virtually nonexistent. Classical Syriac ... can hardly be said to possess such a copula, as Goldenberg and I argued. Even a heavily Europeanized language such as Modern Hebrew does not appear to us to use ‫הוא‬ as a genuine copula fully comparable to its Indo-European namesake. (1999:199 ; see also Joüon-Muraoka 1993: §154i-j) Muraoka appears to be reacting to nineteenth and early twentieth-century copular analyses that relied too heavily on comparison with Indo-European languages. In the context of typological studies of and (non-Euro-centric) definitions for non-verbal copular elements, his principled objection is not justified. Similarly, Goldenberg's (2005 Goldenberg's ( , 2006 ; so also Joosten 1991 Joosten , 2006 arguments against the existence of any copula in Hebrew (or Syriac) reflects a Eurocentric definition of copular items. Goldenberg's position is supported by his specific analysis of a predication syntax and his view that the verbal inflectional suffixes as syntactic subjects-while this is at least a principled and theory-driven analysis, it is not one that we find compelling.
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Arguing for either a dislocation or a copular analysis of all tripartite verbless clauses, to the exclusion of the other analysis, reflects a lack of sensitivity to the discourse context of 54 It is possible that the reanalysis was actually motivated by the grammar: the development of a copular pronoun may reflect a 'last resort' process by which the tense-semantic interpretation of a certain predication type is "saved" from ambiguity. See Naudé 2002 for a last-resort analysis of PRON in Qumran Hebrew tripartite verbless clauses. 55 Taking the inflectional suffixes as syntactic constituents, as Goldenberg does, rather than agreement features forces one to propose that the presence of an NP or pronoun that appears to be the syntactic subject is actually a sort of syntactic dislocation (without the pragmatic effects). Not only does this lack economy and elegance, it necessarily leads to highly implausible syntax when a real dislocation is used: there would be two dislocated elements (the real dislocation and the syntactic subject) in a chain outside of the core clause, in every clause with an overt subject NP.
many examples and an ignorance of the cross-linguistic research on copulas and copular items. For this issue, the best account is not an "either-or" but a 'both-and'.
Appendix A: Dislocation Examples
For each example listed below, a good discourse-sensitive argument can be made that the pronoun in the "tripartite" structure should be read as the resumptive pronoun in a dislocation.
Gen 2:14; 9:18; 21:29; 24: [43] [44] 30:33; 31:16, 43; 34:21, 23; 37:27; 40:12, 40:18; 41:25, 26 (2x), 27; 45:20; 47:6; 48:5; Exod 3:5; 16:36; 32:16 (2x); 34:14; 39:5, 14; Lev 11:10, 12, 20, 23, 27, 41; 13:15; 15:2; 17:11, 14 (2x); 27:28, 30; Num 1:4; 11:7; 13:3, 32; 16:7, 11; 18:9; 19:15; 21:26 Gen 2:14 
